The work presented in this paper is motivated by a desire to understand the similarities and differences between various evaluation approaches or theories. As previously argued by Shadish (1998), we believe that such an understanding has value for practitioners, theorists, and those who study evaluation. Our basic premise is that visual depictions of such approaches may help to clarify their most important features, in the same way that logic models are frequently used to explicate program theories. Once the salient features are identified, it becomes more evident what particular combination of evaluator and stakeholder activities constitutes the approach. In addition, an underlying logic is revealed, including an explanation of the ways in which those activities might relate to particular effects or consequences. This may help practitioners who, for example, desire to follow a particular theorist's prescriptions. Miller (2010) has suggested that one way in which we might assess the quality or usefulness of evaluation theories is on the basis of their operational specificity. It is well known that constructing a program logic model can sometimes reveal a less-than-fully-formed program logic. There may be similar value in depicting evaluation theories, as such efforts could help identify those aspects of a theory that are in need of further development. Finally, we believe that creating these visual representations may aid research on evaluation. The models we present here include suggestions and claims about the settings or circumstances in which an approach might be followed, the activities that should be implemented, and the effects that may be expected. From these suggestions and claims, it is possible to identify countless questions that could be examined in future empirical research. Indeed, comparing the existing research base with the assertions made in these models could inform the development of a research agenda, in which certain questions are prioritized on the basis of their relevance to theories of practice. This would allow these theories of evaluation to be tested and, over time, refined.
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Background

A (borrowed) framework for modeling evaluation theories
As an organizing framework for our visual depictions of the three evaluation theories, we adapted a logic model template developed by the Program Development and Evaluation Unit at the University of Wisconsin-Extension (UWEX). Details of this model are described in a logic model training manual by Taylor-Powell and Henert (2008) . Its core elements-including activities and outcomes-resemble those of other common logic model frameworks (e.g., United Way, 1996; W.K. Kellogg Foundation, 2001) . However, this model also attends to underlying assumptions, the situation or context of implementation, and external factors that may influence effectiveness. Our models, then, depict five basic elements. It is noteworthy that three of these elements (context, activities, and consequences, in addition to professional issues) have also been identified by Mark (2008) as potential objects of research on evaluation. Based on both the UWEX framework (Taylor-Powell & Henert, 2008 ) and on Mark's (2008) discussion of these categories, then, we used the following definitions:
Assumptions: the underlying beliefs that inform or motivate the proposed evaluation approach. Evaluation context: the circumstances within which evaluation occurs; may include situation, needs, priorities, resources, and requirements; may include characteristics of the evaluator, the organization, and the community. Evaluation activities: the procedures used in planning and carrying out an evaluation and in communicating or disseminating findings; may include actions of both the evaluator and other stakeholders. Evaluation consequences/effects: changes that do (or do not) occur as a result of evaluation and how it was conducted; may include intended and unintended effects/changes for individuals, groups, organizations, communities, or systems. External factors: conditions or events outside the influence of the evaluation but which may affect the extent to which the evaluation accomplishes its intended effects.
In Fig. 1 , we present a simplified and slightly adapted version of the UWEX template in order to illustrate how the five elements in our evaluation theory models might be expected to relate to one another. Arrows are used to suggest influence or dependence.
We should point out that representing aspects of evaluation theories in this basic form of a logic model is not an entirely new endeavor. depicted the connections between the evaluation context and policy setting, participatory evaluation practices, and various evaluation consequences (see his Figure 1 ). Mark and Henry (2004) elaborated on Cousins' work to visually represent a general theory of evaluation influence (see their Figure  2 ). Both of these earlier efforts described mechanisms or pathways in somewhat general terms-not directly tied to a particular evaluation approach. In that sense, they resemble the model in Fig. 1 (though without explicit reference to underlying assumptions). In addition, both and Mark and Henry (2004) articulate the particular characteristics of context and process that may be influential, as well as various types of effects that an evaluation could achieve. They identify, for example, the time and resources available for conducting an evaluation as important aspects of the evaluation context. We have used these previous models as guides for our work, paying close attention to those aspects of context, activities, and consequences that these authors identified. Specifically, we have incorporated those aspects as subcategories in our coding manual, described below. The primary departure in our work from these previous model-building efforts is that we attempt to describe the specific characteristics of the model elements that characterize three particular theories, rather than general mechanisms that may operate across many evaluation approaches.
Evaluation approach, ideology, and theory
With various perspectives of what constitutes an evaluation theory-and, in particular, what distinguishes such a theory from a mere approach-it is perhaps important that we clarify how we intend to use these terms. In our view, the general model presented in Fig. 1 is quite consistent with the particular view of evaluation theory described by Shadish, Cook, and Leviton (1991) :
The ideal (never achievable) theory would describe and justify why certain evaluation practices lead to particular kinds of results across situations that evaluators confront. It would (a) clarify the activities, processes, and goals of evaluation; (b) explicate relationships among evaluative activities and the processes and goals they facilitate; and (c) empirically test propositions to identify and address those that conflict with research or other critically appraised knowledge about evaluation (pp. 30-31).
Although we often use theory and approach (or model, for that matter) interchangeably, it would perhaps be more accurate to refer to approaches as prescriptive evaluation theories. That is, in terms of the set of activities or practices that a theorist or group of theorists prescribe and believe as the best ways to go about conducting evaluation. By this logic, we could say that the evaluation approach is nested within theory and that all good evaluation theories should include a clearly articulated approach. However, based on Shadish et al.'s (1991) criteria, evaluation theory has some additional requirements-namely testable claims or propositions about (1) when and where that approach can or should be applied (i.e., context, external factors) and (2) the results of following the approach (i.e., consequences).
Moreover, there may be certain beliefs or values (i.e., assumptions) informing and justifying the approach. Some of these may be testable, but often they are not (take, for example, beliefs about the ultimate purpose of evaluation). Smith (2007) has described such beliefs, when disconnected from context and held by a group of individuals, as evaluation ideology, distinct from approach or theory. However, it is not necessary that assumptions be disconnected in this way. Instead, an evaluation ideology could also be nested within evaluation theory, comprised of those fundamental assumptions and the aspects of the approach that are justified solely by those assumptions (and not by contextual considerations or desired outcomes).
In short, we believe that it is correct to speak of various alternative approaches to evaluation, and each theory we examine certainly contains an approach. However, we also find that there are often specific and testable claims or propositions attached to an approach. In such cases, it is appropriate to consider the approach, assumptions, and claims as together constituting a theory of evaluation. Moreover, the structure of a logic model provides a reasonable framework for depicting how these elements come together as theory.
Methods
Selection of evaluation theories
Our basic approach was to identify texts from the evaluation literature that described specific theories of evaluation. We examined the content of those texts and created visual summaries that took the familiar form of a logic model. One of our hopes in developing visual depictions of evaluation theories was the possibility that such representations could facilitate comparisons between approaches. Accordingly, we elected to examine, in depth, three theories that we expected would include both common and distinctive elements for this study. With their ''Evaluation Theory Tree,' ' Alkin and Christie (2004 , Christie & Alkin, 2008 , 2012 categorized theories on the basis of their primary emphasis: use, methods, or valuing. By selecting one theory (or theorist) from each branch, we hoped to apply our method to a relatively diverse group. At the same time, we intentionally chose theories that have been articulated fairly recently and, as a result, were likely to be influenced by and incorporate ideas from other theories (e.g., Alkin, 1991) . Thus, we aimed for approaches that would vary in emphasis but also contain some overlap in content. Each of the theories we considered is associated with a specific author or group of coauthors and is described in sufficient detail by the author(s) to be viewed as a coherent approach. Ultimately, we settled upon three theories. From the use ''branch'' of Christie and Alkin's (2008) ''Theory Tree,'' we selected Cousins' practical participatory evaluation (PPE; e.g., Cousins and Whitmore, 1998) ; from the values ''branch,'' Greene's values-engaged approach (VEE; e.g., ; and from the methods ''branch,'' Mark, Henry, and Julnes' emergent realist evaluation (ERE; e.g., .
Contex t AcƟviƟes Consequences
External Factors AssumpƟons
Selection of data sources
For each theory, we searched for publications by the corresponding authors using web-based search engines, as well as reference lists from texts in which the authors were cited. Our goal was to identify a small number of publications that would collectively constitute a clear and reasonably complete exposition of the theory. Journal articles, book chapters, books, and conference papers were all considered. Writings by the authors that did not clearly describe the particular approach or theory of interest were excluded from our analysis. At the same time, it was not required that the particular name or label we now attach to the theory be mentioned. The terms ''value-engaged'' and ''values-engaged,'' for example, appear in only three of the publications we considered . However, other writings by Greene present ideas that are clearly consistent with-and, in our view, may reasonably be considered as articulations of-VEE. Thus, we have included these in our analysis, as they contribute to our understanding of this theory. After identifying candidate materials and conducting some initial coding (described in the following section), we contacted each of the theorists, providing a brief description of this study and our proposed reference list. We asked for suggestions regarding any additional published materials that might help us understand their evaluation theory. We then screened each suggested work and added those found to include relevant information to our lists. The final reference lists are presented in Tables 1-3. We limited our analyses to the writings of those we most closely associated with each theory. This means that there may be other authors who have written about a particular theory or closely related approaches. There is a rich literature concerning various forms of participatory evaluation, for example. Though we exclude such writings in this analysis, we recognize that such writers may indeed have made substantial contributions to these theories and the ways in which they are practiced. However, focusing on a primary author (or group of authors, in the case of ERE) allows us to better understand one particularly important and influential conception of the theory. In addition, this approach allows us to verify our representations with these primary theorists, who provide their feedback and critiques later in this volume. It would certainly be worthwhile to also examine alternative conceptionsand the ways in which those add to or alter the primary authors' basic theories. Such comparisons, however, are beyond the scope of this study.
Coding of data sources
Within the five elements, we identified sixteen sub-categories or dimensions and created codes for 61 distinct concepts, drawing from , Mark and Henry (2004), and Mark (2008) . These concepts-and their organization by element and subcategory-are listed in the Appendix. The coding of evaluation texts was completed by a group of five graduate students, including the first author of this paper and the authors of the three papers that follow. After developing and reviewing the coding manual, the group pilot tested the manual by independently coding a single text. The results were compared, and discrepancies in coding were discussed and resolved. The codebook was then refined in order to clarify the appropriate assignment of each code. Analysis of the 17 texts selected for the study then proceeded with each text being carefully read and analyzed by one reviewer. Excerpts that were assigned one or more codes were copied into a database. A second reviewer then examined the excerpts and their corresponding codes to check their accuracy. This reviewer then updated the database with any necessary changes.
Upon completion of the coding process, the excerpts from the texts for each evaluation theory were sorted by category and used to guide the development of the logic models. Specifically, we tried to identify the major ideas conveyed by the authors with respect to each of the logic model elements: assumptions, context, activities, consequences, and external factors. Our goal was to produce models that would be acceptable simplifications of these approaches, conveying the most important features clearly and accurately. We began by sorting the excerpts for each theory by category. This allowed us to see all the excerpts for which we assigned codes related to evaluation context, for example. By reading these excerpts, we identified the major themes and wrote summary statements. These statements were added to the appropriate fields of the logic models. This approach was intended to limit the content of the models to statements that could be directly supported in the texts we examined, reducing the possibility that the models might reflect our own ideas and not those of the evaluation theorists. That said, there are places where we used some discretion-specifically, in the placement and ordering of the statements in the logic models. In many cases, the texts we consulted did not provide a strong basis for determining the nature of the relationships (such as temporal or causal) between statements in our depictions. So in the same way that an evaluator might suggest ways of organizing the activities and goals identified by stakeholders when developing a program logic model, so we too have, out of necessity, imposed an ordering and logic to the concepts described in these theories. Table 4 presents a summary of the codes assigned to excerpts from the texts chosen for each evaluation theory. The number of codes assigned ranged from 238 for PPE to 419 for ERE; 336 codes were used for VEE. Although frequencies may serve as a rather crude measure of relative emphasis, we do observe some trends that seem consistent with our understanding of the core ideas of each theory. For example, the source texts for PPE included a relatively large number of references to evaluation consequences, especially use of findings and increases in organizational capacity. In addition, we assigned codes related to underlying assumptions (particularly, concerning epistemology and the ultimate purpose of evaluation) much more frequently with ERE than for the other two theories. More in-depth discussion of three of the most emphasized elements of the logic models-context (Vo, 2013) , activities (Dillman, 2013) , and consequences (Luskin & Ho, 2013 )-appear in the papers that follow.
Results
Observed code frequencies
Logic models for evaluation theories
The logic models developed for the three evaluation approaches are shown in Figs. 2-4. These depictions represent our attempt to summarize the key ideas of each theory. As in many common logic model frameworks, these models may be read from left to right. The context statements describe the setting and circumstances in which the evaluation activities are implemented, including conditions that exist prior to the evaluation. The activities, in turn, may be viewed as a response to the context or situation. We indicate this potential influence of context on evaluation activities with arrows. Activities may also reflect (or be the result of) certain assumptions on the part of the theorists concerning the ultimate purpose(s) of evaluation or the particular ways in which an evaluation ought to be done.
Consequences are connected to the evaluation activities and to each other by arrows. These arrows are used to indicate possible (hypothesized) causal relationships. For example, in the model for PPE (Fig. 2) , the ultimate intended consequence is increased program effectiveness. It is proposed that this outcome is a result of improvements in organizational decision-making and problemsolving (i.e., if decision-making and problem-solving are improved, then program effectiveness is increased), which may depend on other effects (specifically, the use of research and evaluation findings in decision-making, the validity of findings, and shared understanding of program functions and processes) first being achieved.
Evaluation consequences are believed to be affected by both the evaluation activities and external factors. As it turned out, we came across very little discussion of such factors. However, according to all three theories, values and support of stakeholders and decisionmakers may be expected to affect the potency of the evaluation. For VEE and ERE, values influence the extent to which evaluation findings receive attention and are used in decision-making. For PPE, support and engagement may moderate the effect of the evaluation process on the development of organizational capacity.
Discussion
We have described the development of logic models representing three theories of evaluation. There are, of course, several limitations in the approach we have taken. First, we have sampled a small number of texts from a limited set of authors. Although these texts were chosen with the hope that they would serve as representative expositions of the theories, it is possible that selection of additional sources would result in changes to the Evaluation Standards (Joint Committee on Standards for Educational Evaluation, 1999). It is possible, then, that there are certain aspects of each of these theories that are assumed by the authors but left unstated. The approach that we used did not readily lend itself to representing these ideas.
It should also be noted that theorists' views may change over time. We have treated all the texts as being equally useful in understanding the authors' theoretical perspectives. However, it is possible that more recent selections may better reflect their current views. In the extreme case, it is possible that perspectives
• All knowledge claims are imbued with theoreƟcal and value predisposiƟons • Advocacy in evaluaƟon is inevitable • Evaluators' essenƟal value commitment should be to inclusion, democraƟc pluralism (the democraƟzaƟon of public conversaƟons) • Stakeholder parƟcipaƟon throughout evaluaƟon is desired, but parƟcipaƟon at beginning and end is especially important
• Entrenched values may prevent use of findings in decision making (i.e., evaluaƟon can be dismissed or marginalized) at different points in time should be viewed as entirely different theories. Building models based on writings across many years may thus lead to the combining of ideas that were actually intended to describe different approaches.
An inherent problem in logic modeling is the fact that there are always many ways of representing a program (or, in this case, an evaluation theory). No representation is perfect, of course. However, some may be decidedly inconsistent with the views or intentions of the developer (theorist). Leeuw (2003) noted that such ''mis-reconstructions'' of theory, if used as guides for practice or decision-making, could be dangerous. It is important to note, therefore, that we do not advocate the use of these models for such purposes, nor would we suggest that one could gain a complete understanding of these evaluation theories without studying the primary sources, including those we reviewed in order to develop the models. Our modest goal, then, was only to summarize complex ideas in ways that could be easily conveyed and compared.
In developing a program logic model, it is typical (and, arguably, crucial) to involve stakeholders, including program developers (e.g., McLaughlin & Jordan, 1999) . Even if the evaluator assumes primary responsibility for drawing the model, he or she may present early drafts to stakeholders for their feedback. This provides a way of ensuring the accuracy of the models-essentially asking the question, ''Have I understood you correctly?'' In this study, we have consulted the theorists' writings, but not the theorists themselves. As a result, we do not consider the models we present here as being final. Later papers in this volume include the theorists' responses to our efforts. In that way, this volume serves as a written record of the sorts of conversations that often occur in the course of depicting a program's logic. We share the models as they are in the hope that they may provoke further discussion and with the expectation that they will change as a result of those conversations.
Finally, we recognize that the decision to represent these evaluation theories as logic models introduces a particular structure-one that is basically linear, among other things-that some readers (and theorists) may question. This choice may limit the extent to which our depictions realistically capture how these theories are experienced in practice. That said, our goal was to simplify and reduce complex ideas to their key elements. That inevitably means some loss of information. As statistician George E.P. Box explained, ''Essentially, all models are wrong, but some are useful'' (Box & Draper, 1987, p. 424) . Our hope, then, is that our depictions are not so wrong as to have become useless.
Conclusion
We have described the development of logic models of three evaluation theories. These models were constructed based on the writings of the authors most closely associated with each theory. After careful reading and analysis of selected texts, we wrote statements to summarize the major themes related to the basic assumptions, contextual considerations, prescribed activities, intended consequences, and influential external factors discussed in each theory. These statements were arranged within the familiar form of a program logic model. Although we note many limitations in this approach, we believe that these depictions may contribute to our understanding of these theories and facilitate comparisons between them. The remaining papers in this collection will examine the concepts and claims we have depicted, thereby illustrating some of the possible uses for these models. Tanner LeBaron Wallace, PhD, is an assistant professor of Applied Developmental Psychology at the University of Pittsburgh. Her research interests include identifying the most effective mechanisms for promoting positive youth development, exploring how schools and youth programs serve as important contexts for youth development, and supporting the knowledge development function of evaluation studies. 
